June 27, 1974 

Dear Harold (cc: Jim) 

Tnanlts for your letter of the 24th, j#i*h arrived promptly yxss yesterday. 

Since it suggests a course of action quite different from what you indicated over 
the phone (i.e. in the amount of supplementary material you want to publish), I 
have spent a lot of time trying to get my thoughts together. I hope this will 
reach you on Saturday. 

I have been trying to think, first of all, in terms of audience and purpose. 

There seem to be three alternatives: 

(1) To get out the "newsiest" parts of the transcript. This could be done 
with an article, or with a short presentation assspsi accompanying a facsimile 
transcript. For this purpose, you would want to avoid going into the substance of 
the transcript beyond what is necessary to make the major points. 

(2) To respond to any use (in court Eg or via axEssirsy an article by someone 
else) of this material. If this use relates to the question of classification, it 
would call for publication of the transcript in facsimile. If it relates to what 
Hoover did, it would call for an analysis of the JEH/WC relationship. 

(30 To publicize the new information about the substance of the LHO/ agent 
allegation, and the Commission's investigation of it. I feel very strongly that 
hasty publication of a facsimile would not be the proper way to achieve this aim. 

This issue calls for an analytic, not document-oriented approach. The need for 
annotating all the obscure references in the transcript would, I think, place this 
meeting in a too central role. And£ I just don't think it can be done well in the 
kind of time you are talking about. 

Some specific suggestions: 

(1) Unless it is needed for point (2) supra, I would suggest just leaving out 
the last part of the transcript, pp. 183-end. It could have been released years ago, 
and. then we wouldn't be considering reproducing it together with this material - it 
is just a seh coincidence that we have it handed to us now, with the other stuff. 
&feKH3axsK* I would suggest replacing these pages with a brief summary - i.e., just 
say that Rankin started on the progess report - and quote only the juicy bits. It 
would be incredibly hairy to annotate those pages to make sense h to any reader who 
is not an expert critic already. There were things that I would have trouble finding 
inr the CD's, although they interest me greatly. I think one problem will turn out 
to be that Rankin was sloppy. 

Example: I don't think the meeting with the CIA. and FBI discussed near the end 
could be left without comment if you reproduce the whole transcript, and it does raise 
some interesting questions, but it would take time and space to discuss adequately. 

I think it is important for you to avoid what happened with Post-Mortem: a lot 
of interesting stuff with only the most tenuous connection with the JFK autopsy, as 
I recall. 

(2) I would suggest saying as little as possible about the WC ' s investigation 
after Jan. 27. In the enclosed outline, I have indicated what I think should be 
discussed. In addition to the shsM reasons indicated in (3) supra, I don't think it 
is possible to put together this material in a couple of days. I spent a great deal 
sr of time organizing and writing Chapter 3 of my manuscript, which I trust you have 
both read by now. I for one would not want to rewrite, shorten, or rearrange this 
material in a period of some days. If you think it is necessary to discuss the whole 
course of the post-1/27 investigation, please consider using my draft of Chapter 3; if 
you really xrould have no time to work sms out revisions, you could present it as a 
draft written before the transcript was released. I'm sure we could work something out. 
I mention this possibility not because ft I think it is such a great idea, but when 

you are talking about some 100 pages to be published in addition to the transcript, 

I expect that you might intend to go into that kind of detail about the investigation; 

I know I could not write it up in a couple of x days and I don’t think you could either. 

(3) To keep things comprehensible, I would similarly keep the amount of post-1/27 
documentation down. I would suggest only the J'EH 1/27 letter, the Feb. 11 letter 
mentioning the 1/25 interview of Alexander, the Hudkins interview material (but my 
maybe not even the Gouldea material). 
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(4) I think it is absolutely essential to include an annotated copy of 
Ford's discussion. 

(5) Also, it you should get an outside person to read through the transcript 
to find all fcfcExXXksjcX^sx the places where we have to specify who "he" or "they" is. 

On page a 3 of the enclosed outline, I have listed a number of points from my notes 
where some such ± clarification is called for. 

SraxsKtxp Transcripts are intrinsically hard to read. Nixon's were a special 
case, since everyone wanted to know what he was like in private. Here we are after 
facts. The only reason Nixon’s were distributed without annotation is (a) they 
were too extensive; (b) I suspect the Washington Post was scared of being accused 
of imposing their own interpretations. 

(6) I would suggest the following documentation: 

(A.) Rankin's undated 6-p memo. Very important; must be compared with the 
text of his presentation. 

(B) The whole Hudkins article. 

(C) Parts of the Feldman and Goulden articles, (maybe all, but maybe not.) 

(D) CD 87, SS 767, interview of Hudkins. 

(B) The Carr telegram of Jan .23. tKsfEsxsdxkHxxpxx (maybe not) 

(F) Possibly: the first section of the Langguth article, NYT, 12/26/63 (P. 143) 

(G) Hoover letter to Rankin, Jan.x 27. (Important) 

(H) CD 385, p. 106 (Hudkins conversation with FBI, 12/31/63) 

If there is a need to fill up space, I would suggest more pre-1/27 documentation, 
such as the Tonahill letter of 1/9 and Hoover's reply, in preference to selections 
from the massive post-1/27 material. 

All of the above is more or less my own interpretation of the situation, after 
a lot of thought. I decided to go ahead and outline the way I would present this 
material, either in an article or in a preface to a facsimile publication; that 
outline is enclosed for whatever use you want to make of it. As I said earlier, if 
you publish with very little supplementary material or do not publish at all, I think 
I would want to try to get an article published. Of course, if you have pfcjEEXEMx 
objections based on what is happening in terms of uses in court, I would like to know 
about them. I certainly recognize your unique position in connection with the legal 
proceedings. 

Now I'm going to reread s your letters and comment. (By the way, if you want 
to call me again, I can pa.y for a reasonably short call, but I tend not to be very 
clear on the phone and it wouldrft' be worthwhile unless we didn't have to be elliptical.) 

Before I forget: I hear that Bud has a clipping of a blast by Carr against Warren, 
for taking evidence out of Teaas, etc. Apparently something e recent; sounds important. 

I understand how the defense of the plumb^ers requires attacking Hoover. But I 
don't offhand see how something this old could be used in court. Public use, yes. Am 
I missing something specific you had in mind? 

I shudder when I read your reference to a draft you have not read of your foreword! 
Please, read and reread it, spend a lot of time on it. This is technical material and 
nobody can write about it that easily! The same goes for any runnigg commentary you 
use at the bottom of the pages. I don't know how much new material you intend to write 
but a small amount would^ be best, given the time pressure. 

I would suggest putting Ford's book on one page with the omitted sections on the 
facing page. There is too much left out to fit in the margins, I think. 

As I already mentioned, I would recommend against getting into Goulden, the Hosty- 
notebook business, and especially the Sksx charts (medical?) and Humes. Your personal 
Russell stuff x would be a very good idea - I think that would be the appropriate 
place for you to let loose your opinions - keep the prefatory material short, touching 
only the highlihgs. 

224 pages sounds like a lot. This is what got me going on all my comments aboue - 
it the risks of filling a lot of pages with newly-written material. 

Sorrym, I don't have immediate access to a copier to get the £ pages of Ford's 
book for you. Jim must have it - it is in your suit papers. 

Please don't use the index I sent you without checking it - at least to see that 
all citations mentioned do exist. There are probably a number I missed, especially 
for people like RFK and NS JEH, where they were referred to only by title. 
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I don't have immediate access to a copier, so I am not enclosing the Archives 
letter to me which you requested, but I gave you the full text of this June 14 
letter on the same pagex as the index. 

I can't make any firm predictions without seeing what you come up with, but 
I'm sure a well-organized and annotated facsimile could sell a eh couple of hundred 
copies @ $2.50 on the Berkeley campus alone - that many people paid that much to 
hear Don X Freed! 

Harold, txxXtasxsx my comments are quite disorganized but I khixkx hope they will 
be helpful. I don't knoitf exactly what the pressures are to rush this project but I 
am sure you knew I would try to slow you down a bit. What I would not like to see 
is a large amount of material in addition to the transcript rushed out without 
careful preparation. If that can be ah® avoided, I agree that there is great potential 
for xaisoui valuable use of this material, and I hope it works out! 

Sincerely. 

PcuJt PLH 

P.S.: Did I mention that I think an index is Hxssnfca±i essential? A.t least a name 
index - that takes practically no time. Because the transcript is so rambling, a 
subject index would be much better. 




